Responsiveness Summary
To Comments Made by the Environmental Protection Agency
For

Proposed Air Quality Permit No. 1000164

El Paso Natural Gas Company
Williams Compressor Station

Thefollowing comments were made by the EPA for the Alamo Lake Compressor Station, asreceived on
December 9, 1997. All the comments relevant to the Williams Compressor station have been retained,
awaiting EPA comments for this specific source.

Comment 1

Response:

Comment 2:

Response:

Attachment A. Section|11.B.5. Permit Revison, Reopening, Revocation, and Rel ssuance,
or Termination for Cause. Please correct this section as indicated in Comment #1 of the
enclosed previous comment letter, dated November 14, 1997.

To clarify that permit reopenings do not result in resetting the five-year term, except for
permit reopeningstoinclude new applicablerequirements, Section111.B.5 hasbeenrevised
asfollows

(i) Section 111.B.5 has been renamed as Section 111.C
(i) The following sentence has been added to the language:

"Permit reopenings for reasons other than those stated in paragraph 111.B.1 of this
Attachment shdl not result in aresetting of the five year permit term.”

Attachment A. Section XlIl. Reporting Requirements. Please correct this section as
indicated in Comment #2 of the enclosed previous comment |etter.

To darify the reporting requirements of the permit for the source, Section X111 has been
rewritten to read as follows:

“Permittee shal comply with dl of the reporting requirements of this permit. Theseinclude
al of thefollowing:

() Compliance certifications pursuant to Attachment A, Section VII of this permit.

(i) Permit deviation reporting pursuant to Attachment A, Sections XI.A, X1.B, and X1.C
of this permit.

(il)Reporting requirements listed in Attachment B, Section 111 of this permit.”

Note: Making this modification results in Section 111.B of Attachment "B" becoming



Comment 3:

Response:

Comment 4:

Response:

redundant. Therefore, it was ddeted.

Attachment A. Section XVI. Facility Change Without Permit Revison. Please correct
this section asindicated in Comment #3 of the enclosed previous comment |etter.

ADEQ agrees with EPA on this comment. To darify the meaning of Section XVI, the
following two changes have been made:

() Thelast sentence of Section XV1.C has been deleted
(i) Section XVI.C.1 has been deleted.

With these changes, the permit does not address facility changes which would not require
natificationto ADEQ. ADEQ iscommitted to working one-on-onewith variousindustria
source groups to develop lists of such facility changes that would not require notification.

In addition to these changes, the review process reved ed that the permit shield exemption
for facility changeswithout revisonsand minor revisons had been omitted from the permit.
Consequently, Section X X of Attachment A of the permit now reads asfollows:

"Compliance with the conditions of this permit shal be deemed compliance with the
applicable requirementsidentified in Attachment "C" of this permit. The permit shield shdll
not gpply to any changes made pursuant to Section XV.B of this Attachment and Section
XVI1 of this Attachment.”

Attachment A. Section XVII.B. Testing Requirements. Please correct this section as
indicated in Comment #4 of the enclosed previous comment |etter.

To darify the intent of the testing requirements, Section XV I has been modified to read
asfollows

XVII TESTING REQUIREMENTS [A.A.C.R18-2-312]
A. Operationd Conditions During Testing

Testsshall be conducted during operation at thenormal rated capacity of each
unit, while operating at representative operational conditions unless other
conditions are required by the applicable test method or in this permit. With
prior written approva from the Director, testing may be performed a alower
rate. Operaions during start-up, shutdown, and mafunction (as defined in
A.A.C. R18-2-101) shdl not condtitute representative operationa conditions
unless otherwise specified in the gpplicable standard.



Comment 5:

Response:

Comment 8:

Response:

Comment 9:

Response:

Comment 10:

Attachment A. Section XX. Permit Shield. Please correct this section as indicated in
Comment #5 of the enclosed previous comment |etter.

Section XX has been modified to read as follows:

"Compliance with the conditions of this permit shal be deemed compliance with the
applicable requirementsidentified in Attachment "C" of this permit. The permit shied shdll
not apply to any changes made pursuant to Section XV .B of this Attachment and Section
XVI1 of this Attachment.”

Attachment B. Section1l.A. Monitoring and Recordkeeping Requirements. The generd
citation to ADEQ's Title V program (A.A.C. R18-2-306) for al of Section Il failsto
represent the specific authority for certain conditions in this Section, as described in
Comment #7 above. The citation for Section I1.A.1. should be A.A.C. R18-2-719.1.

The specific citation (A.A.C. R18-2-719.1) for Section I1.A.1 has been included in
the permit.

Attachment B. SectionI1.B.1. and 2. Monitoring and Recordkeeping Requirements. The
citation for both of these sections should be (40 CFR 60.334). Also, the EPA agreesthat
the requirement to monitor fud nitrogen content is waived, and we offer the following
suggestion for clarity. The monitoring and recordkeeping section should only list the actud
requirements with which a source must comply, and thus should not include the fudl
nitrogen monitoring requirement. Instead, the requirement and explanation of waiver
should be given in the technical support document. We would like to point out that our
suggestion to remove this condition from the permit in no way jeopardizes the source's
shiddfromthisrequirement. Thesourceisstill shielded becausethe Attachment “C” sates
“Compliance with the terms contained in this permit shal be deemed compliance
with...Standards of Performancefor New Stationary Sources 40 CFR 60, Subpart GG™.
Therefore, aslong as the source complies with the terms in the permit, they are deemed
in compliance with dl of NSPS, Subpart GG, including the requirement to monitor fuel
nitrogen content. Please see Comment #14 below for additiona corrections needed to
properly obtain apermit shield.

ADEQ agreeswith the EPA. Themonitoring and recordkeeping requirement of 11.B.2 has
been deleted. The specific citation (60 CFR 60.334) for Sections 11.B.1 has been
included the permit.

Attachment B. Section Ill. Reporting Requirements. The citation is missing from this
section. It should be (A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.5.3).



Response:

Comment 12:

Response:

Comment 13:

Response:

Comment 14:

Response:

Comment 15:

Response:

The missing citation has been added to the permit condition.

Attachment B. Section IV.B. Tegting Requirements. The citation is missing from this
section. It should be (A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.3). Note that previous ADEQ draft natural
gas compressor station permits included a citation in the Testing Requirements section to
A.A.C. R18-2-311 and 312. Becausetheseruleswere not approved into ADEQ's Title
V program, the EPA suggests these sections not be cited in ADEQ Title V permits to
avoid possible problems in the future.

The missing citation (A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.3) has been added to the permit.

Attachment B. SectionIV.C. Testing Requirements. Asexplained in Comment #9 of the
enclosed previous comment |etter, “dternate and equivaent test methods’ must be clearly
defined in the permit. This gpplies for al required testing, regardless of where the testing
requirement is given. Because the EPA does not have a copy of the current staterules, it
isunclear what iscontained in Articles9 and 11, and why an exception was madefor these
sections.

The Permittee has requested that they be provided the flexibility to employ other effective
testing methodsthat meet the requirementsof AAC R18-2-311(D). AACR18-2-311(D)
dates that except for emissonstesting required under Articles9 and 11 of AAC Chapter
18, dternative and equivalent test methods as specified in Appendix A of 40 CFR 60 may
be submitted and approved by the Director under certain circumstances (AAC R18-2-
311(D.1,D.2,D.3)). Thefollowing language has been added to the permit:

"The Permittee may submit an aternate and equivaent test method(s) that islisted in 40 CFR
Subpart 60, Appendix A to the Director in any test plan for approval by the Director.”

Attachment C. Please make the changes described above in Comment #9. Also, please
correct thissection asindicated in Comment #10 of the enclosed previous comment | etter.

Please see Response to Comment 5. Attachment C now States : "Compliance with the
terms contained in this permit shal be deemed compliance with the following federdly
gpplicable requirementsin effect on the date of permit issuance:.....".

Attachment E. Inggnificant Activities. Please correct this section asindicated in Comment
#11 of the enclosed previous comment |etter.

AAC R18-2-101.54 defines an"inggnificant activity" asfollows

"Inggnificant activity" meansan activity in an emissonsunit that isnot otherwise subject to
any applicable requirement and which belongs to one of the following categories:




Gasoline storage tanks......€tc.

Batch mixers.....&tc.

Wet sand.....etc.

Hand-held or manually operated equipment.......€tc.

Powder....etc.

Interndl...€tc.

Lab equipment....etc.

Any other activity which the Director determines is not necessary, because of it's
emissons due to Sze or production rate, to be included in an gpplication in order to
determine al applicable requirements and to calculate any fee under this Chapter.

TS0 o

From this definition, it can be seen that under Arizona rules for a unit to qudify as an
indgnificant activity, there should be no generdly applicable requirements that the source
may be subject to. This definition is different from the definition of inggnificant activities
under Part 70. All the activities listed under Attachment “D” of the permit have been
determined not to have any applicable requirements.

Comment 16:  Technica Support Document. Thetechnica support document should provideaclear and
concise explanation of al requirementsin the permit. We found most of this document to
be clear and concise, but are concerned by the justification given for excluding PM and
opacity monitoring requirements on the turbines engines. Ingtead of giving datato defend
ADEQ's decison, the technical support document refers the reader to a “preceding
discusson’. Whiletoday it is rdaively smpleto find the“preceding discussion” in earlier
technicd support documents, through the years (as facilities shut down, etc.) these
documents may become much less accessble.  Given the smal amount of datainvolved
for judtification, EPA suggests that ADEQ include the data in each permit’s technical
support document. Alternatively, ADEQ can make amore specific reference to the exact
permit that contains the “preceding discussion”. If this option is chosen, ADEQ must
ensure that any referenced materid isreadily available.

Response: ADEQ understands EPA’ s concern and will make dl effortsto ensurethat any referenced
materid is readily avalable. However, “preceding discussion” as dated in the technica
support document was meant to refer the reader back to Section I1.B of the technical
support document where the judtification in terms of numeric datais given and not refer to
any outsde materid as was interpreted by the EPA. A clarification has been made to
specify the reference.

The following comment was made by EPNG during the Public Comment period. The following response
was made by ADEQ after its discussions with the EPA during the Teleconference on January 9, 1998.



Comment:

Response:

I1. Compliance with permit conditions:

A. Thefirst sentence of this provision should be reworded to conformto the permit
shield provisions of R18-2-325:

The Permittee shall comply with all conditions of this permit, which sets forth all
applicable requirements of Arizona’s air quality statutes and the air quality rules.

The existing language could be read as requiring the Permittee to comply with “ all
applicable requirements’ which contradicts the purpose of a Class | permit.

ADEQ had initidly agreed with EPNG on this issue. However, EPA as a part of their
comments had concerns regarding the addition of thisphrase. According to the EPA, the
condition could be incorrectly interpreted to provide permit shield for dl those
requirements which have not been identified in the permit. Upon a review of our
regulations, it was decided to use the language as quoted in A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.8.
Therefore, there will be no change in the permit condition.



RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

To EPA Comments on Proposed Title V Permit
During Officid 45-Day EPA Review Period for

Air Quality Control Permit No. 1000164
El Paso Natura Gas Company
Williams Compressor Station

The following comments were made during the officid 45-day EPA Review period:

Comment 1:

Response:

Comment 2

Attachment B.1.A.2. Opacity Sandard. Thispermit condition limitsthe gasturbines
to "40 percent opacity measured in accordance with the Arizona Testing Manual,
Reference Method 9". As written, this could be read to imply an exclusive link
between the emission limit and the method of determining compliance. Conditions
inaTitle V permit cannot limit the types of data or information that may be used to
prove a violation of any applicable requirement, i.e., restrict the use of any credible
evidence. To correct this problem, emission limits should be separated from the
required method of monitoring by placing eachinitsrespective section of the permit.
Because no Method 9 tests will be required for this facility, simply removing the
language referring to Reference Method 9 from the Emission Limits/Standards
section will correct this problem. Also, not that when the SP language itself links
an emission limit with a specific test method, the S P overrides any language in the
permit. Thus, EPA will not comment on permit language quoted directly from the
ruleinthe SP. However, we still encourage ADEQ to separate emission limitsfrom
test methods.

ADEQ agreeswith the EPA on thiscomment. Condition |.A.2 of Attachment B has been
revised to read asfollows:

"Permittee shdl not cause, alow or permit to be emitted into the atmosphere from the Clark
or the Ingersoll-Rand engines smoke for any period of time greater than ten consecutive
seconds which exceeds 40 percent opacity. Visible emissions when starting cold equipment
shall be exempt from this requirement for the first ten minutes.”

Attachment B.l.C.1.a. Open areas, Roadways, Streets, Storage Piles or Material
Handling. Thiscondition could create a problem by excluding credible evidence, as
described in comment #2 above. However, unlike the case above, the test method
is actually cited in the SP rule itself. While we stated we cannot require a
separation of the limit and the monitoring method in this situation, the languagein
the permit should be revised to match the languageinthe S P rule exactly (“ greater
than 40% measured in accordance with the Arizona Testing Manual, Reference
Method 9"). We recognize this seems like a very trivial change, but have received




Response:

Comment 3:

Response:

Comment 4:

Rsponse:

Comment 5:

Response:

guidance from within the EPA that the language “ measured in accordance with”
matches the language in the NSPS 40 CFR 60.8 directly, and is somehow more
acceptable.

ADEQ agrees with the EPA on this comment. Condition 1.C.1.a of Attachment B has
been revised to read asfollows:

“Vidble emissions from open areas, roadways, streets, storage piles, or material handling
shall not have an opacity greater than 40% measured in accordance with the ArizonaTesting
Manual, Reference Method 9.”

Attachment B.I.B. GE Frame 5 and Solar Saturn Turbine Engines. The general
visibleemissions SP rule (R9-3-501.A) places a 40% opacity limit on these engines.
Please add this limit with the appropriate citation.

The date of manufacture of these engines exempt them from the goplicability of Article 5
of the SIP rule. Per our conversation with the EPA on 4/8/98, this comment is being
ignored.

Attachment B.11.B.2. GE Frame5 and Solar Saturn Engines. Sncethewaiver of the
fuel nitrogen monitoring requirement is clearly explained in the technical support
document, we recommend removing this explanation from the permit to avoid
confusion for the source.

ADEQ agrees with the EPA on this comment. Condition 11.B.2. of Attachment will be
removed from the permit.

Attachment B.111. Reporting Requirements. Reports of required monitoring must be
submitted every 6 months, pursuant to A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.5.a. Asdescribedinthe
preambleto 40 CFRPart 70, thesereportsmust includeall recor dkeeping performed
in place of monitoring, i.e., (for this permit) records of dust control measures
required by Section I1.C.1. Please add a new provision (I11.C) requiring the
Permittee to submit areport, at least every 6 months, of all records required under
Section I1.B. Thiscitation for the new condition should be A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.5.a.
For convenience, this requirement may be timed to coincide with the compliance
certifications required by Section VII of Attachment A.

ADEQ agrees with the EPA on thiscomment. A new condition I11.C has been added to
the permit. Section 111.C reads asfollows:

“At the time the compliance certifications required by Section VI1I of Attachment “A” are
submitted, the Permittee shall submit reports of al monitoring activities required by Section
Il of this Attachment performed in the six months prior to the date of the report.”



